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nies for difafie@ion to the government, although they may have taken the oath of fupportand file-
lity to it. If the judges hove this pre-exifting power, where is the neceflity of this claufe, and
of the amendment made to it by the lenate, pointedly providing, that the taking of the cath,
after the preliminaries of peace, fhall not be confidered by the judges instfelf as futhcient evidence
of attachment to the government., T'he very amendment proves the interence, that the judges
had no {uch power under any former act, and that they were bound to admit the takirg the vath
ot fupport and fidelity to the ftate, by the qualifying attorney, as the only proof of his attach-
ment to the government by law required.  J he few inftances which have latcly occurred alfo
prove, that the judges of the general court acted under this impreffion and conftru¢tion of the
laws, by admitiing certain nonjurors to qualify as attornies, not conceiving themfelves at liberty
to exclude them from praélifing in the couris of juftice, on account of reputed difaffe@ion 1o the
government, nor forefecing that a future act, 1n derogation of the fubfifting law of the land,
would direét them not to confider fuch oath in itleif as fufficient evidence of attachment to the ftate.
It is prefumed, indeed, that had the judges bzen indued with fuch forefight, their int.grity, and
a proper fenfe of charadter, would not have fuffered them to have trifled with their oaths, to ac-
commodate their conduét to the refentment of individuals, or the views of particular men, not
a&ing under the obligation of an oath, T'he claule in queftion not only violates the public faith
and juftice, but is an unneceflary and wanton violation of both ; an examination of the arguments
which were urged in fupport of this particular claufe, will dilcover the truth of the pofition :
The danger to the ftate from permitting a few nonjurors to quality as attornies, and practife in
the courts of law and equity, was much infifted on: that there are but few, very few, has been
alieady noticed, who will or can be atteted by the claufe; and that thefe few are incapacitated
from voting at elefions, and holding any office of truft or profit, muft be known to all. From
whence then is this mighty danger to arife { In what does its reality confit ! How is it to ope~
rate, and on what obje&s? Thefe difcoveries remain yet to be made. To juftify a breach of
Jaw and national compaét between the ftate and its fubje@s, the neceflity of that breach muft be
felf-evident, palpable, and felt by all.  Will it, can it be pretended, that the remote and ideal
dangers apprehended from the admiffion to, and continuance in, the pralice of the law, of the
perfons alluded to, conftitute fuch a neceflity ?# The affertion is too abfurd to gain belief, even
with the moft timid, the moft inveterate, or the moft deluded. If the obje@iona le claufle vio-
lites law and jultice, and is unneceflary, on what principles can its palicy be fupported ? Is it
good policy to perpetuate parties and odious diftinctions in the ftate ? | o extinguith factions, and
to allay and heal their animofitics, to unite all ranks ot citizens in the purfuit of one common
ood, has been ever inculcated by wile ttateimen. On this point can a real difference ot fenti-
ment fubfit ? Can it be denied, that the clau’e has a tendency to kvep alive party diftinéti ns
and animofity ? Thele are the apparent and obvious coniequences of the vill ; more fecret, dark,
and infidious, are to be apprehended. A monovpoly Th the pratti.e of law may be as fatsl to the
ttate, as any other monopoly: Combinations amongft monopoliers are frequent, and always
pernicious : Admit a combination {bould be formed between the pretent pradlitioners of the law,
not to bring fuits for the recovery of Britith deots ; Would not fuch a combination terminate in
an altual contravention of the treaty of peace ! Have not fuch combipatrons been publi lv men=
tioned ! And does not the general fcope of the bill give room to fuipect, that it i1s calculated 10
countenance fuch unwarrantable praétices ? From this fource may be traced the real, though not
the avowced, motive of excluding from the exercife of their proteflivn the norjuring atiormes g
hence fprung the departure from the principles of the naturalization act, which requires no pre-
vious refidence in the ftate, as a qualification of the perfons (o0 naturalized, to become attornies
or folicitors in the courts of law or equity within this ftate, Why all this diftruft, this dread
and caution againft admitting to practice as attornies, fuch refidents as had not taken the oath of
fupport and fidelity before the preliminary articles of the peace ! Why is two years refilence now
required of foreigners naturalized, who by the act of naturalization, pafied in the very heat of
war, might have qualified as atiornies, immediately on taking the oath prefcribed by that alk?
Is greater danger now to be apprehended from Britith emiflaries, after the a.knowledgment of
the independence of ti-efe ftates, than before that event? How can o much diftruft and jealoufy
of that power be reconciled with the full {ecurity refuking from a glourious peace, and the perfelt
eftablithment of independence ! Men, who are not blinded by their refentments, or influenced
by intereft, will readily perceive and attribute thefe pretended fears to the true caufe, a defire of
procraftinating, or totally eluding, the payment of Britith debts. This bill is levelled at Britifh
creditors, not at a Britifh intereft, or Britifh partifans, as fuggefted in the debate upon it.
CH. CARROLL, of CARROLLTON, Prefident,

Mcflieurs Brevard and Ogle, from the houfe of delegates, deliver to the prefident the paper
bills No. 3 an4 16, endorfed; ¢ By the houfe of delegates, May 30, 1783: The engrofled bill
¢ wheteot this is the original read and aflented to, ~

“ By order, W. HARWOOD, clk.”
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